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Reasons that the results of this study – and the studies we’ve 
done for over 30 years – are so illuminating: 

The List of respondents includes only those identified as important decision makers, or senior 
managers, who evaluate and select PBM firms.  There is no other survey list like it. 

The Questions have been developed and refined for more than a decade.  We’ve asked PBMs 
what they consider important and incorporated respondent comments each year to get both 
sides of the relationship right.  The Flaspöhler survey is the industry standard for evaluating PBM 
services. 

Adaptive interviewing methodologies are used in fielding this survey.  Adaptive interviewing 
recognizes that each respondent’s experiences are different, and so too should be each set of 
questions.  Rather than asking every respondent every question, only questions about issues 
known to be important to each respondent are asked.  Also, respondents are only asked to 
evaluate the PBMs they tell us they are familiar with.  
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Big Mergers Not the Only Story in 

Today’s PBM Market 
What has been a wild ride for Plan Sponsors 

did not slow down this summer, with news of the 

Aetna-Humana deal appearing to guarantee a 

further concentration of business at the very top of 

the Pharmacy Benefit Manager (PBM) food chain. 

As a consequence of the merger activity of the 

past few years, most of the focus has been on the behemoths of the industry:  Express Scripts, 

CVS Health (Caremark), and United Health Group (Catamaran). 

Closer examination of the last 3 years of results from our annual Flaspöhler survey of Plan 

Sponsors shows which PBMs should be getting more attention, and probably would, if not for all 

the ink about industry consolidation. (Full disclosure: 4 of the 7 PBMs noted below are on our client 

list.) 

MedImpact Healthcare Systems – Much of the press these days is focused on PBMs just 

above MedImpact on the market share ladder.  But no other PBM has performed as consistently 

well on the key factors used to evaluate PBMs by Plan Sponsors.  MedImpact’s ratings have 

remained among the best of all PBMs for the last 3 years.  Significantly, MedImpact was ranked 

2nd in Relationship-Oriented and Flexibility; these are areas in which larger PBMs traditionally 

struggle.  Additionally, MedImpact was ranked 1st in Ease of Doing Business. 

CIGNA – Between 2013 and 2014, this PBM saw the largest across-the-board increase 

on evaluation factor ratings of any PBM.  CIGNA’s ranking on Effective Technology was 

2nd of all PBMs in 2014. 

Envision – Consultants rated this PBM highly, and Envision earned top 5 scores among users 

for Flexibility and Superior Management Reporting. 

Magellan Pharmacy Solutions – Individuals in our survey who use this PBM reported 

no weaknesses and praised the firm for Effective Technology and Unique Services & 

Programs. 

Navitus Health Solutions – Highly rated by clients and consultants on each of the 9 PBM 

Evaluation and Selection Factors, Navitus earned especially strong ratings on Superior 

Management Reporting and Effective Cost-Management Tools. 

Partners Rx – Earned top quartile ratings on 6 of 9 evaluation factors and outstanding 

ratings for Relationship Orientation and Effective Technology. 

OptumRx  – Showing strong momentum since 2013, OptumRx is now rated as among the best 

PBMs for Effective Cost-Management Tools and Attractive Pricing Options.  

Press attention on the PBM 
behemoths leaves an incomplete 
picture of who else is excelling in 
the market. 
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Key Takeaways 
This Summary of Findings is provided to survey 

participants in appreciation of your continued 

commitment to helping PBMs meet your needs.  

Please accept our sincere gratitude for your 

support. 

This study covers perceptions about PBMs and 

PBM-related issues from the perspective of PBM 

direct clients and consultants.  The 2014 survey 

measured some noticeable trends, including the 

following: 

 33.3% of respondents indicate they are “very 

satisfied” with their PBMs, a 10% decrease 

compared to 2013.  See page 5. 

 28% of respondents said they were likely to 

change PBMs in the next 2 years.  This is up 

from 19.3% in 2013.  See page 7. 

 Overall, average ratings for PBMs on key 

factors are trending slightly upward.  See page 

10. 

 Respondents want PBMs who are easy to 

work with.  However, most PBMs were rated 

as only somewhat easy to do business with.  
See page 14. 

 The proportion of respondents who would 

recommend their PBM to a colleague has 

been decreasing since 2009.  Moreover, 

fewer PBMs are receiving positive Client 

Advocate Scores™.  See page 15. 

Snapshot 

The 2014 Flaspöhler Survey™ on PBMs 
was initiated in 2000 and is completed 
every year. 

This summary is based on the results 
provided to sponsoring PBMs in Winter 
2014. 

In total, 246 individuals completed the 
survey.  Overall results are accurate to 
within ±5.84% at a 95% level of 
confidence. 

PBMs Evaluated: 

Aetna 
Ameriscript 
Argus Health Systems 
BioScrip 
Catamaran 
CIGNA 
CVS Caremark 
Emdeon 
Envision 
Express Scripts 
First Health Group 
HealthTrans 
Humana Pharmacy Solutions 
Kroger Prescription Plans 
MedImpact Healthcare Systems 
Magellan Pharmacy Solutions 
MaxorPlus 
Meridian Rx 
Navitus Health Solutions 
OptumRx (including United 

Healthcare) 
Partners Rx 
PerformRx 
Prime Therapeutics 
ProCare Rx 
RegenceRx 
Restat  
Rite Aid Health Solutions 
US Script 
WellDyneRx 

These trends show an increased likelihood 
that Plan Sponsors are shopping for a new PBM. 
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Respondent Characteristics 
Survey respondents include Managed Care Organizations (including Blue Cross/Blue 

Shield), Self Insureds, Consultants, and others.  The chart to the lower left shows the 

respondents’ organization types. 

The sizes of the respondents’ organizational memberships are displayed in the chart to the 

lower right. 
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Pharmacy Spending 
The majority of respondents reported that their pharmacy spending is increasing.  The 

annual change in Pharmacy Spending charts below show results for the same question asked in 

2012 and 2013.  The results in these charts are separated by the percentage at which spending 

was increasing or decreasing.   
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Satisfaction with PBMs 
Satisfaction levels are a key indication of the how well PBMs are meeting Plan Sponsor 

needs.  In 2014, 33.3% of Plan Sponsors indicated they were “very satisfied” with their primary 

PBM, 42.3% said they were “somewhat satisfied,” and only 11.1% said they were “neither 

satisfied nor dissatisfied.”  In terms of dissatisfaction, 10.6% were “somewhat dissatisfied” and a 

small number (2.6%) were “very dissatisfied.” 

The trend over the last 6 studies (2008–2014) is 

an overall decline in the number of “very satisfied” 

respondents.  While the percentage of “very 

satisfied” respondents grew slightly between 2012 

and 2013 (38.5% to 44.2%), this growth did not 

continue in 2014.  In fact, the percentage of “very 

satisfied” respondents is just under the 2008 level 

(33.3% vs. 33.8%). 

What Would Improve Satisfaction? 
We asked Plan Sponsors, “What specifically would improve your satisfaction with the overall 

performance of your Primary PBM?”  After reviewing all of the open-ended responses, 4 major 

themes emerged.  Selected verbatim responses follow: 

Better Customer Service and Quicker Responses 

“Since we are a small plan, we are the training ground for your new hires.  It would be nice 

to have an experienced benefits person on our account for stability.  It seems like there are 

staff changes every 2 years.” 

“More stability with account management staff.” 

“Better customer service and lower turnover of 

employees.” 

“Access to more support people that actually do 

the work related to the service requests.  

Sometimes requests that we make get lost in translation when they make it to the internal 

resources that actually do the work.” 

“They don’t seem to be very 
customer focused and want us to 
change our ways to accommodate 
them instead of the other way 
around.” 
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“Better communication, quicker turnaround time when researching issues with claims, 

alerting us right away when [PBM] discovers an issue with claims, networks, pricing etc.” 

“They don’t seem to be very customer focused and want us to change our ways to 

accommodate them instead of the other way around.” 

Better Reporting 

“Better reporting.  Better customer service.” 

“More timely reporting.” 

“Availability of more information in their reporting 

tool and account representatives who are experts 

with their online tools.” 

“Improve reporting capacity to be able to provide 

volume and cost information by our job numbers.” 

“Improving consistent timeliness of reports; however, more important than the reports 

themselves would be a genuine display of concern and urgency when a report’s delivery 

target is missed.” 

“Lack of performance guarantees.  Currently, every change or request is considered custom 

hence a hefty price.  Reporting mechanisms are not sufficient – poor communication 

between PBM and sponsor in terms of reporting.” 

“More thorough research of issues when identified.  More cross-functional knowledge of 

company and program offerings.” 

“Quarterly savings and utilization data.” 

More Technological Assistance and Ease of Use 

“It would be nice to have a better communication line between our employees and [PBM].  I 

think that sometimes our members don’t know how to use the system or contact [PBM].” 

“More training for our staff, explanations instead of just resolving an issue, ease of use of 

programs (so complicated to have 2 programs serving the same purpose).” 

“More flexibility and customization options with 

their online claims processing software.  Some 

of what we can do is limited by whether 

something can be configured a particular way in 

their system.  Also, additional customer service 

options regarding after hours overrides.  For 

example, restrictions considered to be a benefit 

level restriction cannot be overridden by the 

Customer Service team and the Benefits team 

is not available 24/7.” 

“More important than the reports 
themselves would be a genuine 
display of concern and urgency 
when a report’s delivery target is 
missed.” 

“It would be nice to have a better 
communication line between our 
employees and [PBM].  I think that 
sometimes our members don’t 
know how to use the system or 
contact [PBM].” 
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Work to Resolve Issues with Plan Policies, Benefit Changes, and Formularies 

“A better drug list for members.” 

“Better quality control on plan set up; better rebate 

reporting; better specialty care management 

reporting (outcomes).” 

“Easier access for adding pharmacies to our network.” 

“[PBM] set up of benefits contains too many mistakes and it caused too much member 

dissatisfaction.”  

“Flexibility with formulary change implementation.” 

“Would appreciate a more thorough QA process when implementing formulary 

changes/clinical programs.” 

“Need better Pharmacy Rebates.” 

“Rebate and generic guarantee threshold.” 

“Receiving Medicare formulary files earlier in the BID process.” 

“They have caused major issues for our 252 

employer groups with their claims platform 

change from XXX to XXXX, removal of their 

PRIME Formulary and the new formulary 

changes with rebate impact to now excluded 

drugs.” 

Desire to Change PBM Providers 
Over a quarter of Plan Sponsors indicated they are Likely to change their PBM, an increase 

of almost 50% from 2013 and the highest proportion since 2009. 

 

“[PBM] set up of benefits contains 
too many mistakes and it caused 
too much member dissatisfaction.” 

“Would appreciate a more 
thorough QA process when 
implementing formulary changes/ 
clinical programs.” 
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Better service was cited as the #1 reason a respondent was considering changing their 

PBM.  A better contract and better plan administration were tied for #2. (Full results shown in 

the chart below.) 

When we asked Plan Sponsors why they had previously terminated a relationship with their 

PBM, the primary reasons were a) better contract offer with another PBM, b) lack of 

transparency, c) poor service/account management, d) poor data reporting, and e) lack of 

flexibility. 

Of course, there are obstacles to changing PBMs, and we asked respondents to identify the 

greatest of these obstacles.  Following are the 4 primary obstacles to changing PBMs: 

 Implementation management/administration issues (69.6%) 

 Disruption of service for members (60.7%) 

 Assurance of better contract (37.5%) 

 Evaluation/negotiation process (33.9%) 
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Best by Factor 
The top-rated PBMs for each of the 9 PBM 

Evaluation and Selection Factors are listed below.  

Also listed – in alphabetical order – are the next 4 

highest-rated PBMs. 

Attractive Pricing 
Options 

#1 – MedImpact 

Healthcare System 

CIGNA 
Navitus Health Solutions 
Partners Rx 
RegenceRx 

Effective Technology 

#1 – Partners Rx 

Aetna 
CIGNA 
MedImpact Healthcare 

Systems 
Navitus Health Solutions 

Relationship-Oriented 

#1 – Navitus Health 

Solutions 

CIGNA 
MedImpact Healthcare 

Systems 
Partners Rx 
Restat 

Effective Cost 
Management Tools 

#1 – Navitus Health 

Solutions 

CIGNA 
MedImpact Healthcare 

Systems 
OptumRx 
Partners Rx 

Flexibility 

#1 – Navitus Health 

Solutions 

CIGNA 
Envision 
MedImpact Healthcare 

Systems 
Partners Rx 

Superior Management 
Reporting 

#1 – Navitus Health 

Solutions 

Envision 
MedImpact Healthcare 

Systems 
PerformRx 
Restat 

No Conflict of Interest 

#1 – MedImpact 

Healthcare Systems 

Argus Health Systems 
CIGNA 
Magellan Pharmacy Solutions 
Navitus Health Solutions 

Superior Specialty 
Pharmacy Products 

#1 – Aetna 

CIGNA 
Magellan Pharmacy Solutions 
Navitus Health Solutions 
OptumRx 

Unique Services & 
Programs 

#1 – CIGNA 

Magellan Pharmacy Solutions 
MedImpact Healthcare 

Systems 
Navitus Health Solutions 
PerformRx 

What are the most 
important factors in PBM 
selection? 

Over the fifteen years of performing this 
study, we have refined a list of the nine 
(9) most important factors in PBM 
selection.  As expected, some factors 
are more important than others. 

Plan Sponsors were asked to rate, on a 
scale of 1 (low) to 9 (high), just how 
important each of the factors is. 

Of these 9 important factors, the 4 that 
stood out as the most important (in 
order) were as follows: 
 Attractive Pricing Options 
 Effective Technology 
 Relationship-Oriented 
 Effective Cost-Management Tools 

The chart below shows 2014’s actual 
factor importance ratings. 
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Average Factor 
Scores 2009–2014 

When we looked at the average PBM factor 

scores historically, we found that there was a small 

increase for most factors. 

These scores, shown in the charts below, are 

calculated by averaging all individual PBM scores 

on each factor.  

  

  

Average PBM scores 
are up slightly from 2013. 

The largest improvements in the 
average PBM ratings were for the 
following factors: 
 Superior Specialty Pharmacy 

Products (.63 points) 
 Relationship-Oriented (.29 points) 
 Superior Management Reporting 

Tools (.28 points) 

On the 2 factors considered most 
important by Plan Sponsors, Attractive 
Pricing and Effective Technology, 
average PBM scores improved slightly. 

PBM performance has not changed 
dramatically since 2009 on most evaluation 
factors.  
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As the charts illustrate, there was a very small PBM performance increase for all evaluation 

factors compared with 2013.   
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PBM Comparison 
How do PBMs compare with each other?  The 

Perceptual Map gives a visual glimpse of how 

every PBM is perceived relative to every other 

PBM on multiple factors.  The Perceptual Map was 

prepared using the scores from each evaluation 

and selection factor.  Firms in the upper right 

quadrant were above average in both Tools & 

Technology and Unfettered Relationship factors.  

Firms in the lower right quadrant were above 

average in Unfettered Relationship but had below 

average scores for Tools & Technology factors.  

Firms at the intersection of the x and y axes were 

considered “average” in both factors. 

The top right quadrant is the best location, as it 

indicates that a firm was above average in both 

sets of factors.  The quadrants of the map are not 

necessarily representative of “good” versus “poor” 

scores.  Rather, quadrants represent how each firm was perceived relative to the “average” 

scores of all PBMs, independent of whether each firm’s performance was good or poor. 

Guide to Perceptual Map 

Each firm is plotted on the map based 
on the average of its factor scores.  A 
firm’s placement is also relative to the 
other PBMs.  Similarly rated firms will 
experience a clustered effect, while a 
wide distribution indicates greater 
differences in how respondents 
perceive PBMs. 

Tools & Technology: 
 effective technology 
 effective cost-management tools 
 superior management reporting 
 superior specialty pharmacy products 

Unfettered Relationship: 
 relationship-oriented 
 flexibility 
 no conflict of interest 
 unique services & programs 
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Key Metrics 
Much of the data collected in the Flaspöhler Survey is used to evaluate different criteria of 

PBM success.  We refer to these as the 3 key metrics. 

These metrics are used to provide a complete picture of how PBMs perform in multiple 

areas.  An explanation of each metric is provided in the table below.  Each will also be covered 

in its own section. 

 Rated Best by Factors 

Measures how PBMs are rated by 
respondents across the 9 PBM Evaluation 
and Selection Factors combined. 

 Easiest to Work With (EODB) 
Scores PBMs on how easy they are to do 
business with. 

 Client Advocate Score™ (CAS) 

Scores PBMs on the proportion of 
respondents who recommended a PBM, 
minus those who do not. 

Rated Best by Factors 
A good method to determine the top performing PBMs is to calculate each PBMs average 

score across all evaluation factors.  This method does not favor large companies and gives an 

accurate indication of which PBMs best meet client needs.  When respondents rate PBMs on 

each of the 9 Flaspöhler PBM Evaluation and Selection Factors (see page 9), they only rate 

PBMs they have actually worked with and know.  Likewise, respondents only rate PBMs on the 

factors they consider most important. 

Based on overall average factor score, Navitus Health Solutions is the most highly rated 

PBM, scoring 6.9 out of a possible 9.  The next 4 PBMs (sorted alphabetically) are also listed 

below. 

 

Combined Factors 

#1 – Navitus Health Solutions 
Next 4 (alpha) 

 CIGNA 
 Magellan Pharmacy Solutions 
 MedImpact Healthcare Systems 
 Partners Rx 
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Easiest to Work With 
The Ease of Doing Business (EODB) Score is used to evaluate how respondents measure 

PBMs against each other on their ease of use.  We asked respondents to rate how easy it is to 

work with the PBMs they know.  The logic of this question is based on the idea that if a 

respondent considers a firm easy to do business with, and no other factors deter the respondent 

from choosing the PBM, respondents will select that firm over others considered more difficult to 

do business with. 

In the survey, respondents were only asked to evaluate firms they currently/previously use 

(based on questions previously answered), ensuring that only firms with whom they had 

adequate knowledge to rate were selected for rating.  Ratings ranged from 0 (difficult to do 

business with) to 10 (very easy to do business with).  Results were then averaged into a 

composite score for each firm, making it possible to rank the PBMs. 

This metric was first added in the 2013 study.  Notably, in 2013, the average of all PBMs 

was 5.31, and in 2014, the average rose to 6.03. 

In 2014, individual PBM scores ranged from 7.45 to 5.02, with an average of 6.03 (out of 

10).  MedImpact Healthcare Systems (7.45) received the highest EODB score.  The next 4 

PBMs (sorted alphabetically) are also listed below. 

The EODB Summary chart to the bottom right lists the 9 actual PBM scores (names 

removed) for the 2014 study.1  The score distribution shows that the #1 firm, MedImpact 

Healthcare Systems, is perceived as significantly easier to do business with than any other 

PBM.   

                                                
1 Minimum respondent cut points were used in calculating scores. 

Ease of Doing Business 

#1 – MedImpact 

Healthcare Systems 
Next 4 (alpha) 

 Argus Health Systems 
 CIGNA 
 OptumRx 
 Prime Therapeutics 



  15 ©2015 Flaspöhler Research Group. No part of this summary may be published 

or reproduced without written permission from Flaspöhler Research Group. 

 

Client Advocate 

Score™ (CAS) 
Client Advocate Score™ (CAS)2 is used to 

measure the proportion of clients who recommend 

a PBM minus the proportion that would not 

recommend them. 

For each PBM used, respondents specified 

how likely they would be to recommend that PBM 

to a business associate or colleague.  The ratings 

ranged from 0 (not at all likely to recommend) to 10 

(extremely likely to recommend).  These scores 

were used to calculate the CAS. 

Calculating the CAS for a PBM is very simple: 

1. Start with the percentage of clients that would 

recommend the PBM (a score of 9 or 10). 

2. Subtract the total percentage of clients who 

indicate they would not recommend the PBM (a 

score of 6 or lower). 

3. Ignore those who are neutral (a score of 7 or 8). 

4. The CAS is the percentage of clients that would 

recommend the PBM minus the percentage of 

those who would not. 

 

CAS = Advocate - Detractor 

For example, assume 100 clients are asked about their propensity to recommend a 

particular firm to a peer.  In this example, assume that 35 would recommend, 35 are neutral, 

and 30 would not recommend.  The CAS = 35 – 30 = 5. 

Now for a negative example.  Assume once again 100 clients are asked about whether they 

would recommend a firm to a peer.  Now assume that only 40 would recommend, 5 are neutral, 

and 55 would not recommend.  The CAS = 40 – 55 = -15. 

A positive CAS means the company has a larger proportion of clients who actively 

recommend the PBM to their colleagues.  A negative CAS, however, means the PBM has 

issues and clients are sharing their negative feelings about them with business associates. 

                                                
2
 Client Advocate Score™ is a trademark of Flaspöhler Research Group. 

Positive CAS scores are 
associated with better 
business prospects. 

Flaspöhler uses the CAS because client 
recommendations are an excellent 
predictor of a PBM’s future success. 

Respondents were asked to indicate 
how likely they would be to recommend 
a PBM to a colleague on a 10-point scale, 
where an answer of 9 or 10 indicates the 
highest levels of satisfaction with a PBM 
and answers of 6 or below indicate both 
a lack of satisfaction and a likelihood 
that a client would caution a colleague 
against using that PBM.  Answers of 7 or 
8 indicate neutrality. 

Furthermore, individuals recommending 
a PBM at a level of 9 or 10 are 
considered advocates of that PBM and, 
in practice, do recommend the PBM to 
colleagues, while those recommending 
a PBM at a level 6 or below are 
considered detractors and, in practice, 
caution colleagues about the PBM. 

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Advocate Neutral Detractor
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The average CAS in most industries is 

around zero.  However, the average PBM 

CAS score in this year’s study was -35.9.  

The negative average is indicative of a 

market in which clients’ needs are not fully 

met.  Since 2009, the average PBM CAS 

has been declining.  The most drastic 

drop occurred between 2013 and 2014, 

with average scores moving from -7.6 to  

-35.9.  By virtue of how the CAS is 

calculated, an average negative score 

means that more people are cautioning 

against a firm than those recommending 

it.  A long-term trend of negative scores 

indicates that more people are finding 

more reasons not to recommend their 

PBMs. 

 We also looked at the number of 

PBMs with positive scores over time and 

found that the number of firms is 

decreasing.  This means that fewer PBMs 

are gaining enough advocates to 

compensate for the high percentage of 

detractors.  For reference, in most of the 

other industries we study, usually half the 

firms have negative scores. 

In the 2014 study, MedImpact Healthcare 

Systems received the highest CAS (relative to 

the mean) at 45.9.  The next 4 PBMs are listed 

alphabetically (see below left).  The chart below 

lists the 9 relative PBM scores (names removed) 

for the 2014 study.3 

  

                                                
3 Minimum respondent cut points were used in calculating scores. 

CAS – Best Relative to Mean 

#1 – MedImpact Healthcare 

Systems 
Next 4 (alpha) 

 Argus Health Systems 
 CIGNA 
 OptumRx 
 Prime Therapeutics 

The average CAS in this year’s study is -35.9.  
The negative average is indicative of a market 
in which clients’ needs are not fully met. 

Declining Client Advocate Scores are 
common in markets where more 
clients are looking to move. 



  17 ©2015 Flaspöhler Research Group. No part of this summary may be published 

or reproduced without written permission from Flaspöhler Research Group. 

 

About Flaspöhler Research Group 
Flaspöhler Research Group, Inc. (www.frsurveys.com) was founded in 1983 and has 

conducted surveys in 95 countries and a dozen languages.  The company offers unique 

expertise in B2B, has completed the PBM study since 2000, and is widely recognized for its 

work in Insurance and Reinsurance.  For more information about the study, please contact Rick 

Flaspöhler: 

 

 

Thank you again for sharing your thoughts in the 2014 PBM survey. 

 

The next survey will take place in Fall, 2015. 

 

To ensure you receive an invitation to complete the next survey (and receive the 2015 

Executive Summary of Results) please send an email to cseitz@flaspohler.com and 

type 2015 PBM Study in the subject line. 

http://www.frsurveys.com/
mailto:cseitz@flaspohler.com

